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The Columbia River fish passage study
was sufficiently complex that 1t
benefited from application of a multi-
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Critertum Decision Plus (CDP) 1s 1deal
for multiple criteria decisions with
diverse stakeholders




Brainstorming sessions are often a good
way to obtain input from stakeholders
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Criteria rating and tradeoffs illustrate
relative priorities
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Verbal rating scales allow evaluation of
qualitative objectives
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Identification of decision drivers allows
focus on key 1ssues
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Uncertainty evaluation indicates which
attributes may warrant further study
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Cumulative score presentation
facilitates understanding of financial
implications
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Sensitivity analysis reveals criteria that
are not sensitive to changes in
welghting
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Sensitivity analysis reveals criteria that
are sensitive to changes 1in weighting
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Water resources planning can benefit
from a multi-criteria decision support
pI‘OCCSS Decision Goal
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